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EDITORIAL 


Dear Readers: 

In a recent letter, a friend shared some thoughts regarding the 
importance of the age issue and asked whether it could be placed 
on the back burner in the battle with evolution and humanism. For 
me the answer is no. 

In talks to church groups, | rarely spend time talking about the 
age issue. | only give talks on scientific evidences for a young world 
if specifically requested to do so. What | do include in lectures and 
lessons are frequent references to the details of events described 
in the early chapters of Genesis. The historical particulars of 
Creation, the Fall, the Flood, etc. are important for living and 
teaching the Christian faith. If | only accepted Genesis as 
allegorical, symbolic or spiritual, it would be a hindrance to my 
message and my Christian life. 

In the letter my friend observed that everyone thinks their 
position is the correct one and seems able to defend their view 
with evidence and arguments. For my part, | have yet to see a 
good biblical attack on the recent creation interpretation of 
Genesis. Christian books that propose billions of years of earth 
history on scientific grounds invariably admit that, biblically, the 
young earth position is the most obvious one. What | labored to 
show in my book It’s a Young World After All is that, not only 
biblically but scientifically, the evidence points to recent creation. 

A final point in my friend’s letter dealt with the issue of Christian 
unity. He felt that emphasizing evidence for recent creation 
hindered creationists in achieving a united front against evolution. 
| have had little or no trouble achieving Christian unity and 
fellowship as a result of my adherence to recent creation. | know 
that many of my Christian friends do not share my convictions 
regarding the early chapters of Genesis. In Christian love, we each 
regard the other as the weaker brother and proceed as best we 
can emphasizing areas of agreement. This is what we always have 
to do in Christian fellowship, and getting rid of the age issue 
wouldn’t change anything. If it wasn’t that, it would be something 
else. When one of these brothers attacks evolution for its obvious 
absurdities, |, of course, rejoice. 


Paul D. Ackerman 
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ANNOUNCEMENT 


New Creation/Evolution Film Released 
‘*The Genesis Solution’”’ 


A new motion picture featuring popular Creationist speaker, Ken 
Ham has just been released by the Films For Christ Association. The 
45-minute production shares Biblical reasons why Christians should 
not accept Evolution. Combining enlightening animation with Ken 
Ham’s clear, layman-oriented message, The Genesis Solution 
speaks directly to the average Christian in a way that audiences 
describe as “powerful,”’ “motivating” and “eye-opening. ” Calling 
it “must viewing,” Dr. D. James Kennedy (Senior Pastor of Coral 
Ridge Presbyterian Church) has enthusiastically endorsed The 
Genesis Solution. “Now, at last, a film exposes the root issue of the 
humanist world view... The Genesis Solution effectively presents the 
Genesis alternative and the difference it makes on our values and 
ultimately our world... Informative, inspirational and intensely 
practical in its implications for daily living —I heartily recommend 
this new film.” 

Showings of The Genesis Solution can be arranged through Films 
For Christ, 2628 W. Birchwood Circle, Mesa, Arizona 85202 U.S.A. 
(Toll-free ORDER phone: 800/FFC-2261. Information phone: 602/894- 
1300). Showings can be advertised with attractive full-color posters 
and news releases made available by the producer. 


Thomas Molnar 
(continued from page 23) 
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Whose Values Will be 
Taught in the Public 
Schools: From The Values 


Vacuum to Liberal Values 
George W. Cooper, Jr. 


“We should therefore claim, in the name of tolerance, the right 
not to tolerate the intolerant.” 
Karl Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies 


Recently a request crossed my desk seeking professionals to 
volunteer as resource persons to help in the training of public 
school teachers in order that they might teach in such areas as 
abortion prevention and responsible sexual behavior. Since | am 
opposed to the values vacuum, | volunteered. 

Last summer the official publication of the American Federation 
of Teachers called American Educator carried three unusual 
articles: “Education for Democracy: A Statement of Principles” 
written by the AFT and two other groups, “Democracy’s Untold 
Story’ by Paul Gagnon, and “Censoring the Sources” by Barbara 
Cohen. The Gagnon article is a review of the five most frequently 
used world history textbooks in the public schools; and he 
concludes that, for the most part, these books “leave the story of 
democracy largely untold....lts origins, adventures, needs, and 
significance are nowhere systematically presented.’’ Cohen wrote 
that “censorship in this country is widespread.” She tells of her fight 
with a book publisher “to keep in the religious references.” 

From these events and more, it has become apparent to me 
that the secular educational establishment has begun to recog- 
nize the need for teaching moral and political values in the public 
schools. For this | am thankful. | hope that all educators will 
become more active in promoting such ideas as respect for 
human life, patriotism, and valuing the family. 

It has been argued that it is impossible for public education to 
be “scrupulously neutral’ and that it is undesirable for public 
education to ignore the part religion has had to play in American 
life. So far, this sounds promising. However, Christians should view 
this trend with caution. We wonder, “Whose values will be taught?” 

At first glance, those of us who would like to have good 
old-fashioned morals taught in the public schools will be pleased 
to see two more recent articles in the Fall, 1987 issue of the 
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American Educator, published by the AFT. The first article is called, 
“The Values Vacuum: A Provocative Explanation for Parental 
Discontent” by Harriet lyson-Bernstein and the second is *‘Democ- 
tacy’s Jewish and Christian Roots: What World History Textbooks 
Don't Tell You” by Paul Gagnon. Although Tyson-Bernstein and 
Gagnon are to be applauded for their efforts, | am afraid their 
material falls far short of what the religious fundamentalists and 
political/moral conservatives of this country are seeking - the very 
sort of people their approach is meant to placate. 

Gagnon is right to complain of one public school textbook which 
devotes two pages to Mohammed and just one sentence to the 
teachings of Jesus. | agree with him when he writes: “Textbooks 
should hardly eviscerate themselves just to avoid displeasing 
readers who cannot tell the difference between religious instruc- 
tion and the history of ideas.” 

Unfortunately, Gagnon himself “eviscerates’’ Christianity in his 
article and in his suggestions for improvement. For example, he 
writes: “Absent from all these accounts is the fundamental Judeo- 
Christian notion of human nature as a complicated mixture of 
worthy and unworthy elements, active impulses toward both good 
and evil. Also missing is the notion that God holds the individual 
responsible for the exercise of free will in moral choice....Absent 
from these texts, too, is the idea of individual creation of each soul 
in the spiritual image of God, which to believers is the compelling 
reason to accept the equality and dignity of every person on 
earth. Some of the texts touch upon the principle of equality but 
without reference to the religious source of its power.” Gagnon 
continues to describe the Judeo-Christian ethic which ought to 
be taught as including “fortitude, self-restraint, self-examination, 
self-respect, and devotion to truth and reason.” 

From a fundamentalist point of view, to identify the essence of 
Christianity with its ethical teachings is to totally miss the point. 
Gagnon’s view is watered-down Christianity. This is liberal Christi- 
anity. This is still ignoring what the fundamentalists believe. Absent 
from the Gagnon article is any reference to essential Christian 
concepts such as heaven, hell, eternal life, salvation, atonement, 
Savior, virgin birth, or sin. Do you think you can appease funda- 
mentalist Christians by ignoring what is really essential about 
Christianity? If lyson-Bernstein is correct in her article that it is 
permissible to teach about Christianity in the public schools as 
long as you don’t indoctrinate into the Christian religion, then the 
written view of Gagnon is eviscerated Christianity. As our writers 
say, if itis permissible to teach about the full uncensored views of 
Karl Marx in the public schools, then it is likewise permissible to 
teach about the doctrines of Christianity. 

What is most essential about Christianity is the teaching that one 
must have faith in Jesus as Savior from personal sins. According to 
Gagnon, students are interested in the question, “What will save 
me?” The answer, according to the fundamentalists, is not good 
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works or the right practice of ethics. To teach nothing in the Public 
schools but that Christianity teaches certain ethics is to truly 
eviscerate Christianity. The “social gospel’ of liberal religion does 
not save, according to the “true believer.” Gagnon writes of “those 
who have absorbed its (Western religion’s) moral imperatives 
without wholly retaining the faith.” One suspects he might be 
talking about himself, in this regard. 

Gagnon does not mention the Trinity. The Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost are essential to the Christian religion. Without these you 
have an emasculated religion. Without the concept of the Trinity, 
you have a non-Christian cult. One example is the Unitarian 
religion. Charles Darwin, by the way, came from a family of 
Unitarians. Is it alright to teach his religion in the public schools? If 
public school teachers and textbooks are going to attempt to 
teach about Christianity as distinct from the other non-Christian 
religions, they must include the Trinity. 

Gagnon writes, “The main stream of Western religion has not 
been otherworldly.” | challenge the truthfulness of this statement 
and would like to see his statistical evidence. | believe the Pilgrims 
and Puritans came to America, not because of fortitude, self- 
restraint, or an honesty ethic, but because for them heaven and 
hell were realities and they wanted to worship Jesus in freedom. 
Today this freedom includes not having public school teachers 
undermine the faith of our children, 

In the article by lyson-Bernstein we read: “The fundamentalist 
agenda is a hodgepodge of bizarre, naive, prudish, intolerant, 
unconstitutional - and reasonable - complaints.” Fundamentalists 
can be thankful to her for the reasonable complaints (i.e. the 
values vacuum) which she is sympathetic toward, However, she 
herself seems to exhibit bizarre, naive, and intolerant ideas about 
fundamentalism. Tyson-Bernstein is writing from a liberal point of 
view and does not seem fo understand or appreciate the more 
conservative view of science or religion. She writes, “School prayer 
and ‘creation science,’ are flatly unconstitutional.” The first part is 
misleading; the second is not true. 

It is not unconstitutional, nor against the law, to pray in public 
schools. What has been ruled unconstitutional by the Supreme 
Court was a specific situation which occurred in one particular 
state where the administrators of the public school were compos- 
ing a written prayer and requiring its reading in the classroom. 
Those who didn’t want to listen to the school sponsored prayer 
were allowed to leave the room. That practice was ruled unconsti- 
tutional. Nevertheless, individual prayer in the public school is 
allowed - be that person a student or the teacher. How could it 
be otherwise? The communists could not stop Rev. Richard 
Wurmbrand from praying in his Romanian prison cell, and no one 
can stop school prayer in America. 

lyson-Bernstein writes that “creation science” is “flatly unconsti- 
tutional.” If creation-science must be put in quotes, it should be 


quoted accurately, with the hyphen. The Bible-Science Association 
of Minneapolis also uses the hyphen. Creationists feel it is 
important. Creation-science is not “flatly unconstitutional” as 
Tyson-Bernstein declares. | believe this is simply wishful thinking on 
her part. She has confused fantasy with reality. Fundamentalists 
want to get this kind of distortion of the truth out of the public 
schools. Teachers, of all people, should not be misrepresenting the 
truth in the classroom. Judge William Overton, an evolutionist, 
declared the Arkansas creation/evolution balanced treatment 
law, as worded, unconstitutional. He most emphatically did not 
declare creation-science unconstitutional! More recently, seven 
Justices of the U.S. Supreme Court declared a similar Louisiana law 
unconstitutional. They did not declare creation-science per se 
unconstitutional: In fact they upheld the right of public school 
teachers to teach scientific theories about origins other than 
evolution. Creation is the only alternative. 

In a section of her article called, “The Denatured Curriculum,” 
lyson-Bernstein laments the fact that “avoidance of religion is so 
extreme that textbook publishers even shun photographs of 
American towns that show church spires.’ She objects to books 
which teach only Maslow’s theory of five basic needs. “There is not 
even a suggestion that other psychological viewpoints exist.’ 

Tyson-Bernstein is right to admit to and object to the biased 
“world view” of the public schools, but she is wrong to argue that 
that world view is not “secular humanism.’ Perhaps she does not 
realize that the foundational doctrine of atheistic humanism is 
evolution. To teach evolution in the public schools is to teach 
humanism, If you disagree with me on that then you will also have 
to disagree that teaching creation is teaching the Christian 
religion! The Supreme Court has stated that humanism is a religion. 
The humanists themselves have called their system of beliefs a 
religion. Their chief tenet is evolution. Is it right to teach just 
humanism and evolution in the public school science classes and 
include not even a suggestion that other viewpoints exist? 

Unfortunately, in the next section, “The Crucible of Biology,” she 
denatures Christianity by supporting the anti-creationist theolo- 
gian Langdon Gilkey’s claim that “for most Americans ... there has 
been ... an intellectual reconciliation between modern theology 
and modern science.” This is not true. It is naive to teach that the 
majority of Christians are evolutionists. Random scientific national 
polls of Americans reveal that more Americans believe in a recent 
fiat special creation than in theistic evolution. At least 80% of 
Americans want both creation and evolution taught in the public 
shools. There is public data to support both of these statements. 
To tolerate liberal Christianity with its belief in evolutionism without 
tolerating fundamentalists and their creationism is to be intolerant. 

Tyson-Bernstein writes, “No teaching solution would satisfy the 
minority (sic) of Americans who prefer a literal interpretation of the 
Bible.” This is not true. The conservative majority would be satisfied 





if the liberal minority did not have the monopoly, using the public 
schools to indoctrinate only in their point of view, while showing 
intolerance, naivety, and ignoring the majority view. Fundamental- 
ists will be happy with the whole truth and nothing but the truth! 

Certainly, fundamentalists will not be happy with her solution: 
“The schools might have allocated an hour or two fo tell students 
that there were (sic) mythic, religious, poetic, and metaphorical 
explanations for the origin of life and realms of knowing outside 
of science. Had they done so, ‘creation science’ might never have 
attracted the support it did.” 

Creation-scientists believe that creation is at least as scientific 
as evolution; that the evidence for creation based on nature is 
overwhelming; and that the evaluation of that evidence deserves 
equal time with evolution. Certainly “an hour or two” is inade- 
quate, although public schools now, generally, have no time for 
creation. Does Tyson-Bernstein really believe that facts about the 
rapid decay of the earth’s magnetic field, fossil birds older than 
archaeopteryx, the Piltdown hoax, deleterious mutations, entropy 
vs. self-organization, the geologic column, carbon-14 dating, 
human footprints in the same strata as dinosaur tracks, the 
complexity of DNA, etc., etc. belong in classes on myths, religion, 
or poetry? This is the sort of thing creation-scientists want included 
in the science class, and that’s where those subjects properly 
belong. Since lyson-Bernstein does not mention any of that kind 
of evidence, | presume she is naive about it; or. if not naive, she is 
unwilling to tolerate it and wants it censored from the public 
schools. 

Does it make sense to prohibit balanced treatment of creation/ 
evolution in the public schools when the most recent issue of the 
American Federation of Teachers newsletter called “On Campus” 
dated Dec. 1987/Jan. 1988 contains both an article for creation 
by Dr. Henry Morris and one opposed by Dr. Michael Zimmerman. 
Teachers’ Union President Albert Shanker might have twisted the 
truth by saying that the High Court “has rescued the nation’s public 
school students from those trying to impose their beliefs on others,” 
but the editor of the newsletter appears to believe in balanced 
treatment for teachers. Now, what about for students? 


The Fifth Kingdom: Battle 
for the Title 


Gary North 


You watched while a stone was cut out without hands, which 

struck the image on its feet of iron and clay, and broke them 

in pieces. Then the iron, the clay, the bronze, the silver, and 

the gold were crushed together, and became like chaff from 

the summer threshing floors; the wind carried them away so 
that no trace of them was found. And the stone that struck the 
image became a great mountain and filled the whole earth 

(Daniel 2:34-35; New King James Version). 

History manifests a war between two organizational principles 
of international civil government, kingdom and empire. Christ's 
kingdom is decentralized, a hierarchical appeals court system, 
both civil (Exodus 18) and ecclesiastical (Matthew 18:15-18) 
Satan’s principle is centralized; a top-down bureaucratic system 
of issuing commands. Satan does not possess God’s omniscience, 
omnipotence, and omnipresence, so he must rely heavily on his 
own hierarchy (or as C. S. Lewis calls it in The Screwtape Letters, 
“the lowerarchy”). The larger Satan's empire becomes, the more 
overextended he becomes. Like a man who attempts to juggle an 
increasing number of oranges, Satan cannot say no to his 
assistants, who keep tossing him more decisions. Eventually, every 
empire collapses. The principle of empire cannot sustain human 
government: church, state, or family. 

In the colloquial phrase, empires always bite off more than they 
can chew. The Bible teaches that human empires were always 
replaced by other empires, until the advent of Christ’s kingdom. 
From that time forward, it is the kingdom principle that is dominant 
in history. 

The “thousand-year reich’ of Nazi Germany lasted twelve years 
(1933-45). The Communist empire of the Soviet Union is a creaking 
economic hulk, one which relies on the threat of nuclear war and 
a strategy of criminal subversion in order to extend its power, and 
which is steadily bankrupting itself by supporting its bankrupt client 
states. Empires are parasitic, relying on their conquest of produc- 
tive nations in order to keep its bureaucracies well fed. But as their 
political power grows larger with the growth of empire, these 
bureaucracies steadily strangle the productivity of those who have 
already fallen to the empire. The empire cannot sustain its 
expansionist impulse. Meanwhile, its enemies multiply and 
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strengthen their will to resist, unless they have already begun to 
worship the gods (world-and-life view) of the conquerors. 

The modern West seems paralyzed in the face of Soviet 
expansion.’ This lack of resistance is unique in world history. The 
West has adopted the religion of humanism, but a much less 
confident version than the Soviets adhere to. The West’s humanists 
believe in world unification through trade, government planning, 
and secret arrangements at the highest government and private 
levels. They do not believe in direct confrontation, but in subver- 
sion through infiltration. The Soviets, on the other hand, are masters 
of subversion, but they are also expansionist and ruthless in the 
pursuit of empire that the West's flabby humanism cannot match. 
Thus, the West's buffer states are falling to Communism because 
the West's religious presuppositions are so similar that it finds itself 
unable to resist. This is the same plight that Israel found itself in time 
after time. The Israelites repeatedly adopted the gods of the very 
invaders that later threatened them. Then they lost their will to 
resist. 


Gospel vs. Empire 

An empire is necessarily threatened by the gospel. The gospel 
challenges the theology of man as divine which always undergirds 
every empire. But to stamp out their Christian enemies, the 
bureaucrats take great risks. The bureaucrats who run the econ- 
omy always want to meet their production quotas and earn their 
bonuses. If they persecute Christians, they threaten their firms’ 
output. Time and again, the most productive citizens of any empire 
are the hated Christians. They are the ones who are not addicted 
to alcohol, or absenteeism, or other forms of passive resistance. 
The Biblical idea of service serves Christianity well. The failing 
productivity of the empire makes the bureaucratic functionaries 
increasingly dependent on Christians in order to meet the as- 
signed production quotas. Like Jacob in Laban’s household, 
Joseph in Potiphar’s household and the Egyptian prison, compe- 
tent service to others creates dependency on the servant. Domin- 
ion is by service. ‘But he who is greatest among you shall be your 
servant” (Matthew 23:11). 

Satan believes that dominion is by power. He seeks to control 
others. Their resistance slows his ability to bring others under his 
power. There is built-in resistance to expansion in every empire. 
Territory and people once captured cannot be held captive 
indefinitely. They find ways of thwarting the bureaucratic system. 

Empires do not survive for long, Their masters must work very fast 
and take high risks in order to extend the power of their empires. 
In contrast, Christians have plenty of time. Slow growth multiplies 
over many generations. This is God’s promise: “For |, the LORD your 
God, am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers on the 
children to the third and fourth generations of those who hate Me, 
but showing mercy to thousands [of generations],2 to those who 


love Me and keep My commandments” (Exodus 20:5-6). “Therefore 
know that the LORD your God, He is God, the faithful God who 
keeps covenant and mercy for a thousand generations with those 
who love Him and keep His commandments; and He repays those 
who hate Him to their face, to destroy them. He will not be slack 
with him who hates Him; He will repay him to his face” (Deutero- 
nomy 7:9-10). 

Pagan empires are invariably cut off in the midst of history. They 
try to achieve world dominion, but there are always new empires 
tising up to challenge them (Daniel 8). God will not permit any 
nation to achieve total world dominion in history. The one-State 
world is a denial of God’s universal sovereignty over man, and also 
a denial of Christ's progressive kingdom in history. The pagan 
empire cannot tolerate rivals. It cannot be content with a 
federation. It cannot share the glory of power. It therefore cannot 
succeed in history. 

The kingdom of Christ imposes the requirement of modesty on 
the nations that compose it. No Christian nation can hope to 
impose its will by force on the whole world. Such pride is 
recognized as being evil, as well as self-destructive. Dominion is 
by service. Thus, the decentralized earthly kingdom of Christ can 
grow over time fo fill the earth, but without becoming an empire. 
No one nation can hope to achieve dominance, though one or 
two may achieve primary influence temporarily, through adher- 
ence to the principle of service. Long-term cooperation among 
nations is possible only if all of them realize the inherent, 
God-imposed limitations on the power wielded by any one nation. 
The Christian nation faces the same warning that Christian 
individuals face: “Pride goeth before destruction, and a haughty 
spirit before a fall” (Proverbs 18:18). 

The residents of each nation must regard their own nation as 
mortal, just as men are. The more closely a nation conforms to 
Biblical ethical standards, the longer it will survive as a separate 
entity. This is the Biblical principle of inheritance. The heirs of any 
national group will retain their separate character only as long as 
God continues to grant the nation His grace. Rebellion against Him 
brings destruction and national obliteration. As always, dominion 
is by covenant. 

LORD, You will establish peace for us, for You have also done 

all our works in us. O LORD God, other masters besides You 

have had dominion over us; but by You only we make mention 

of Your name. They are dead, they will not live; they are 

deceased, they will not rise. Therefore, You have punished 

and destroyed them, and made thelr memory to perish. You 
have increased the nation, O LORD, you have increased the 
nation; You are glorified; You have expanded all the borders 

of the land (Psalm 26:12-15). 

Christians have good reasons to be confident about the earthly 
future of Christ’s kingdom. Pagans do not have much of anything 
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to be confident about. Time is against them. 


Time and Self-Confidence 

If people believe that they are doomed as individuals, they find 
it difficult to survive in a life-threatening crisis. This is also true about 
civilizations. Self-confidence rests heavily on an optimistic view of 
the future. The vision of time that a society shares is very important 
for understanding how it operates. If you think you are running out 
of time you will do certain things; if you think you have all the time 
in the world, you will do different things. Your vision of the future 
influences your activities in the present. 


Communism's Confidence 

One of the great advantages that the Soviet Union has enjoyed 
in its confrontation with the West is that Communism appears to 
offer Soviet leaders a doctrine of linear (straight line) time. It gives 
them confidence about the future. They believe that the forces of 
history are on the side of international Communism. This self- 
confidence is an illusion because Marxism’s optimism is an illusion. 
Marxism is a publicly optimistic religion with deeply pessimistic 
roots. 

Karl Marx professed faith in linear time, and so do his followers. 
Ultimately, Marxism is pessimistic and cyclical, as are all pagan 
religions. Marx explained mankind’s history in terms of revolution. 
“Revolutions are the locomotives of history,” he wrote.4 Problem: 
what will serve as the engine of progress after the final Communist 
revolution? Revolutions will cease. What then becomes the basis 
of human progress? 

To understand the Communists’ lack of any answer, you must 
understand Marxism’s doctrine of the fall of man. All religions have 
such a doctrine; you just have to look for it more carefully in 
humanist religions. Marx wrote that mankind is alienated. This is the 
equivalent of being under a curse. This theme of human alienation 
is the heart of Marx’s psychology, economics, and humanist 
theology. Human alienation is the basis of all of man’s conflicts, 
Marx wrote. How can mankind overcome this alienation? By 
revolution. But how can revolution solve man’s problem? No 
answer. 

Marx wrote that man’‘s alienation led to alienated labor, which 
in turn led to the creation of private property. He wrote that 
“though private property appears to be the source, the cause of 
alienated labor, it is rather the consequence. . . .“° Then what was 
the cause of alienated labor? He never really said. Then how can 
Marxists be sure that men will not fall back into alienation after the 
Communist society is established? They cannot be sure. It could 
happen again. This is why Communism really has no legitimate 
reason for its linear view of time ; 

So, the Marxist system is at bottom implicitly cyclical, since what 
the Bible says is the root cause of alienation, man’s ethical 
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rebellion against God, has no relevance in Marxism. Marxism 
cannot deal with sin and guilt. The “fall of man” (alienation) was 
metaphysical in Marxism — a flaw in mankind’s being or environ- 
ment — rather than ethical, as the Bible teaches. There is no way 
for man to repair this flaw in nature. Thus, the supposed linearity in 
Marx’s view of history is illusory. 

But Communists say they believe in linear history. They believe 
that it has direction. Though the historical forces are impersonal, 
Marxists teach, the forces of history are leading inevitably to the 
triumph of Communism in history.® This vision of inevitable victory 
gives Marxists an enormous edge over Western humanists, who 
today lack confidence in some assured future.” 


The Biblical Concept of Time 

The Bible teaches that time is linear. It also teaches that 
everything that takes place in history is governed by the absolute 
sovereignty of a personal God. Thus, Christians rest their earthly 
hope in the providence of God. History is neither random nor 
determined by impersonal forces. It is governed by the God who 
created the universe. 

The Bible teaches the doctrine of creation, meaning creation 
out of nothing. It teaches that man rebelled against God, and both 
nature and man now labor under God's historical curse. It tells of 
Jesus Christ, the Son of God: His birth, ministry, death, resurrection, 
and ascension to heaven fo sit at the right hand of God. It tells of 
Pentecost, when He sent His Holy Spirit. It tells us of Christ's church 
in history, and of final judgment. There is direction in history and 
meaning in life. 

Christians are told to believe in “thousands of generations” as 
their operating time perspective. This is probably a metaphorical 
expression for history as a whole. Few if any Christians have taught 
about a literal 25,000-year period of history (1,000 x 25 years). The 
point is, the Bible teaches that the kingdom of God can expand 
for the whole of history, while Satan’s empires rise and fall. There 
is no long-term continuity for Satan’s institutional efforts. He has 
nothing comparable to the church, God’s monopolistic, perpetual 
institution that offers each generation God’s covenantal sacra- 
ments. 

If growth can be compounded over time, a very small capital 
base and a very small rate of growth leads to the conquest of the 
world. Growth becomes exponential. This is the assured basis of 
Christianity’s long-term triumph in history. God is faithful. The 
temporary breaks in the growth process due to the rebellion of 
certain generations of covenanted nations do not call a halt to the 
expansion of the kingdom. 

The errors, omissions, and narrow focus of any particular 
Christian society need not inhibit the progress of Christ’s earthly 
kingdom. These limitations can be dealt with covenantally. The 
international church can combine its members’ particular skills 
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and perspectives into a world-transforming world and life view (I 
Corinthians 12). Modern telecommunications and modern air- 
borne transport are now making this possible. 

Christianity has in principle a far more potent view of time than 
any other religion, including Marxism. If Christians fully understood 
the implications of the Bible’s view of time, and if they also 
possessed the covenantal faithfulness to translate this vision into 
institutional action, then the world would soon fall to the gospel. It 
is only because of corruption by anti-Christian outlooks that the 
universal church and Western civilization are visibly in retreat 
today. 


A Vision of Victory 

Because the West has lost its faith in God, it has lost its faith in the 
future. Only with a revival of covenantal Christianity is the West 
likely to reverse the drift into despair. Such a revival is possible, and 
there are signs that if is coming. 

The Communists are suffering from their own waning of faith in 
Marxism, as Solzhenitsyn has said repeatedly. The problem is, when 
there is a contest between two empires, or two non-Christian 
systems, the one that has greater self-confidence, and overwhelm- 
ing military superiority to back up this confidence, is likely to be the 
winner. The escape religion (Western humanism) is no match for 
the power religion (Communist humanism). The West is losing faith 
in five major premises concerning history. Conservative sociologist 
Robert Nisbet writes: 

There are at least five major premises to be found in the 

idea’s [of progress] history from the Greeks to our day: belief 

in the value of the past; conviction of the nobility, even 

superiority, of Western civilization; acceptance of the worth 

of economic and technological growth; faith in reason and 

in the kind of scientific and scholarly knowledge that can 

come from reason alone; and, finally, belief in the intrinsic 

importance, the ineffaceable worth of life on this earth.§ 

How will the West defend itself against an implacable Commu- 
nist enemy? The West has lost faith in the future, so it finds it difficult 
to defend itself morally in the present. Western intellectuals 
perceive the West as morally bankrupt, as Revel has warned 
eloquently. Guilt is eroding the moral foundations of a successful 
defense of the West, Nisbet says: 

What is in all ways most devastating, however, is the signal 

decline in America and Europe themselves of faith in the 

value and promise of Western civilization. What has suc- 
ceeded faith is, on the vivid and continually enlarging 
record, guilt, alienation, and indifference. An attitude — that 
we as a nation and as a Western civilization can in retrospect 
see ourselves as having contaminated, corrupted, and de- 
spoiled other peoples in the world, and that for having done 
this we should feel guilty, ashamed, and remorseful — grows 
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and widens among Americans especially, and even more 
especially among young Americans of the middle class. For 
good reasons or bad, the lay clerisy of the West — the 
intelligentsia that began in the eighteenth century to suc- 
ceed the clergy as the dominant class so far as citizen’s 
beliefs are concerned — devotes a great deal of its time to 
lament, self-flagellation, and harsh judgment upon an entire 
history: Western history.? 

Because Western men have lost their faith in God, biblical law, 
and God's sanctions of cursing and blessing in history, they have 
also lost their faith in the future. The West has begun to lose 
confidence in its past, its present, and its future. This has paralyzed 
Western foreign policy for over a generation. The West has lost its 
faith in progress. 

The Soviets are also suffering a spiritual crisis. They have lost their 
faith in Marxism. Then what keeps the Soviets on the offensive? 
Their quest for power. They still believe in the power religion, even 
if they have lost faith in the specifics of Marxism-Leninism. In 
contrast, the West is in the process of adopting the escape 
teligion. Solzhenitsyn has sounded the warning, but no one in 
Washington’s highest circles has heeded it: 

This is very dangerous for one’s view of the world when this 
feeling comes on: “Go ahead give it up.” We already hear 
voices in your country and in the West —“Give up Korea and 
we will live quietly. Give up Portugal, of course; give up 
Japan, give up Israel, give up Taiwan, the Philippines, 
Malaysia, Thailand, give up ten more African countries. Just 
let us live in peace and quiet. Just let us drive our big cars 
on our splendid highways; just let us play tennis and golf, in 
peace and quiet; just let us mix our cocktails in peace and 
quiet as we are accustomed to doing; just let us see the 
beautiful toothy smile with a glass in hand on every advertise- 
ment page of our magazines,’’19 


Conclusion 

The Bible teaches that God deals covenantally with nations, 
even at the final judgment and beyond. Thus, nations are under 
the terms of the covenant, either explicitly (ancient Israel) or 
implicitly (all nations under God as Judge). The covenant process 
of blessings and cursings are therefore called into operation in the 
history of nations. National continuity and discontinuity must be 
viewed as an outworking of this fourth point of the Biblical 
covenant. 

History has seen the rise of empires. They have all failed, They are 
satanic imitations of the implicitly (though not historically) unified 
kingdom of Christ on earth. The tendency of Christ's kingdom is 
toward expansion. This leavening process is also a feature of 
Satan‘s imitation kingdom. But his kingdom Is on the defensive 
since Calvary. Whenever Christian nations remain faithful to the 
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terms of God’s covenant, they experience blessings leading to 
victory over time. Whenever they have apostatized, they have 
faced judgment and have had their inheritance transferred to 
other nations, either through military defeat or economic defeat 

The West now faces its greatest challenge since the fall of the 
Roman Empire. The formerly Christian West has abandoned the 
concept of the covenant, and with it, Christianity’s vision of victory 
in history. The Marxists have stolen this Biblical viewpoint and have 
applied its vision of victory to Communism. Thus, the Communists 
now appear to be in a position to impose their will on the West 
before the end of the twentieth century." This is a religious crisis, 
and it therefore has become visible in every area of life. 

There is only one long-term solution: comprehensive revival 
leading to the transformation of all things and the healing of the 
nations. 12 
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Thomas Molnar: 
A Christian Scholar 
for Our Time 
Ellen Myers 


Part Ill: God, True Reality and Unbelief; Summary 

In his works discussed in the past two issues of this journal, 
Thomas Molnar introduced us to the history and essence of the 
perennial war between belief in the transcendent, personal, 
sovereign Creator God of the Bible, and proud, rebellious atheist- 
pantheist unbelief seeking to fashion a “new” reality and a “new,” 
god-like, coalesced mankind of its own imagination. In his philo- 
sophical masterpiece, God and the Knowledge of Reality, and in 
his Theists and Atheists: A Typology of Non-Belief Molnar rounds out 
his earlier work by showing that non-believers are philosophically 
sterile because of their fatally flawed theory of knowledge 
(epistemology). 

Christianity, all monotheists, traditional philosophy and ordinary 
common sense all hold that the world is truly real rather than the 
Product of our own imagination. Even those who think with eastern 
mystics, Buddhists, Taoists, practitioners of Zen, and other assorted 
open or latent solipsists that everything we observe is merely an 
extension or illusion of the self must act as though the air we 
breathe and the food we eat to live, the earth on which we walk, 
Our own bodies and all things were there. The “appearances” are 
very much on the side of the theists and the traditional philosophi- 
cal “realists.” 

This belief in the truth of the world as real, or acceptance of 
“Being” lies at the root of the “realist” philosophy of St.Thomas 
Aquinas (12252-1274), a devout Christian, and his followers, 
including Molnar. Evaluating Molnar’s argument in God and the 
Knowledge of Reality requires some understanding of Thomistic 
Realism and its possible shortcomings. In his celebrated five proofs 
for the existence of God Aquinas reasoned from the true reality of 
the world to the necessity of God as its “First Cause,” ‘Prime 
Mover,” “maximum grade of being,” and ultimate ground/ 
sustainer. Molnar, too, reasons upward to God from the reality of 
the world, though at times he has recourse to creation as the 
foundation of reality. St. Thomas Aquinas accepted creation on the 
grounds of divine revelation rather than reasoning, a distinction 
blurred in Molnar. 
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Aquinas sought to formulate a synthesis between the philosophy 
of Aristotle and Christianity, departing from Aristotle “only in cases 
where the Christian creed allowed under no circumstances for a 
compromise.’ This brought about a tenuous coexistence between 
“Grace, the higher” (truths known only by revelation) and “Nature, 
the lower” (truths man can know by himself through reason). 
Tension between Aristotelian and Christian elements in Thomism 
existed from the start, and Thomism contributed to the autonomy 
of philosophy apart from theology. Hence Thomas Aquinas “was 
regarded by some zealous traditionalists as selling the pass to the 
enemy.’2 This tension is somewhat reflected in Molnar, though he 
strives to argue in a strictly philosophical manner. 

The deepest problem for a would-be Christian philosophy and 
theory of knowledge taking not biblical creation but the idea of 
“Being” or reality as its starting point is this. The idea of “Being” 
can easily accommodate the notion, anathema to Christianity, 
that all that “is” is divine within one vast pantheistic, monistic 
whole. For example, the so-called “ontological proof” for the 
existence of God by St.Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) defines 
God as “that being than which nothing greater can be conceived 
to exist,’ a definition rejected by the Church because it can be 
understood pantheistically as “the sum of all that exists.” A “chain” 
or gradation of being from the tiniest entity to God is also implicit 
in this “proof,” and in the fourth proof of Aquinas which reasons to 
God from the gradation of beings to their maximum. This latently 
pantheistic notion was very influential and widely held from the 
Middle Ages to our own century, and it harbors belief in some kind 
of emergent evolution of “Being” by a process. This belief, of 
course, flatly contradicts biblical creation. Rousas John Rushdoony 
has well summed up what is involved: 

Apart from biblically governed thought, the prevailing con- 

cept of being has been that being is one and continuous. 

God, or the gods, man, and the universe are all aspects of 

one continuous being; degrees of being may exist, so that a 

hierarchy of gods as well as a hierarchy of men can be 

described, but all consist of one, undivided and continuous 

being. The creation of any new aspect of being is thus not a 

creation out of nothing [as the Bible teaches], but a creation 

out of being, in short, a process of being. .. . the process is 
static if it flows upward out of history ... into the eternal order. 

The process is dynamic if it flows forward through history 

towards a final historic order, or if it merely flows forward as 

endless process ... In both forms, a cyclic view is possible ...3 

Thomistic thought also postulates fixed “laws of nature” govern- 
ing reality, an idea still shared by eighteenth-century deism. 
Modern evolutionists deny the existence of such fixed laws on the 
grounds of alleged “scientific fact,” outmaneuvering those who 
continue to reason only from “being” and the “laws of nature” 
rather than creation as their starting point. We must reason from 
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biblical creation as our first starting point since it accounts for 
observed fixity in nature on the grounds of the created fixed kinds 
by God's eternal Word (Genesis 1; John 1:1-5; Col.1:12-17). The 
enemy understands this better than many Christians as is obvious 
from his concerted, furious onslaught against the dissemination of 
the rapidly accumulating scientific evidence supporting creation. 

Finally, stopping short of biblical creation by beginning to 
reason from impersonal “being” rather than the act of the 
transcendent, personal, triune God of Scripture can only lead to 
an impersonal concept of God, a “God of philosophers and 
learned men” (Pascal) rather than the true God we must personally 
know to have eternal life (John 17:3). Like St. Paul at Athens when 
speaking to philosophical inquirers (Acts 17:16-34) we must not 
shun beginning with their “Unknown God,” the Personal, Transcen- 
dent God Who made heaven and earth and all things. It is to 
Mo!nar's great credit that while primarily speaking as a ‘realist’ 
philosopher, his faith in creation and creation’s God always shines 
behind and through his work. 

Motnar begins his explicit attempt to rescue the philosophical 
enterprise from pseudo-philosophy by a description of the episte- 
mology of Hegel’s pantheist-monist thought: 

.. the underlying theme ... of Hegelian epistemology ... is 

coalescence: the soul's absorption in God, the absorption of 

change in the One, of history in the timeless absolute, of the 
mind in the world-spirit, the convergence of all human 
endeavors in the World-State. ... 

Disengagement [from Hegelian monism] must, therefore, 
begin with the proposal of a different epistemology, one 
whose ideal Is not fusion but distinction. ... it is through 
distinction that we recognize the objective reality of the 
extramental world (as distinguished from the self) ... 

Only in such a way can we constructively criticize the 
Hegelian concept of fusion ... We may assume, then, that 
{things as they appear to us] were created; what we may not 
assume is that they ... are stages in the dialectical unfolding 
of Absolute Reason. Because if they are such stages, then we 
must conclude, with Hindu mysticism and other esoteric 
doctrines, that they are phantoms, traps for the self, while the 
self is a trap for the World Soul ...4 
Molnar then turns to the “God-problem,’” occupying philoso- 

phers to this day. He defines it as “the manner in which one 
conceives the existence of the supreme being, his role in the 
creation of the world, and his relationship to man.’S He then 
divides the positions of philosophers into three main categories, 
“Position A,” belief in an inaccessible, remote God, “Position B,” 
belief in an immanent God, and “Position C,"" which “holds that 
God is neither remote nor one-with-man, but that he is franscen- 
dent and personal ...“° A close relationship exists between 
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In the late Middle Ages Positions A and B largely converged in 
that the intellectual and historical world was reduced to the 
natural world and its laws, resulting in the monism of the Renais- 
sance. This development prefigured the pantheist-atheist philoso- 
phy of Spinoza. Spinoza conceived of “god” as “pure necessity” 
and equivalent to modern atheism, a fact not lost on Hegel who 
wrote in praise of Spinoza that “Spinozism is accused of atheism 
because in it no distinction is made between god and the world. 
.. God disappears and only nature remains.’ Hegel also under- 
stood that Spinozism might be seen as either atheism or “Acos- 
mism, since ... Spinoza maintains that there is no such thing as the 
world, it is merely a form of god. This is the eastern view of things, 
which first found expression in the West in Spinoza.’? Molnar 
correctly concludes that 

If God is distant (atheism, agnosticism), only the world exists; 

if the world is in God, only God exists (acosmism). In both 

cases man is the glorified beneficiary: in the first, he remains 

the highest spiritual entity; in the second, he is the privileged 
spiritual part of [monistic] reality. ... he knows the world in 
himself. 

It is for these advantages that philosophers so often choose 

Aor B....God as a person, they think, is ... a limitation for man 

in his search for the absolute intelligibility of being.® 

The gnostic-pantheist idealist thinker sees creation itself as the 
“fall of God” forced upon him and fragmenting his Oneness. This 
notion was shared by all “Neoplatonic metaphysics from Plotinus 
to Bergson ... Origen ... John Scotus Erigena, and ... the German 
Idealists. ... The created world [stands]thoroughly condemned in 
these systems."? Modern materialist monism, on the other hand, 
began with Nominalism and the Renaissance which held that God 
communicated himself only through nature. “From this point of 
view,” Molnar points out, “it makes hardly any difference whether 
God is conceived as personal or mechanical: the important thing 
is that although the formulation of God changes, what does not 
change is the thinker’s belief that man is part of God.“19 

The Renaissance reawakened a magic view of the world, closely 
connected with the old pagan gnostic pantheism as well as the 
new materialist scientism, Molnar shows that modern philosophy is 
like magic in that philosophers are no longer content to observe 
and explain the world, but rather want to change it according to 
their subjectivist mental operations within themselves. They imag- 
ine that they can thus increase “true knowledge” of the monistic 
self-realizing world process. But, Molnar says, this does not really 
happen because the subjectivist philosopher “only shuffles the 
symbols of transformation, symbols he has mentally fashioned ... 
[and which] have no point of contact with reality." 

This subjectivist world view of the modern “materialist magician” 
(C. S$, Lewis) is ‘promoted by evolutionary theories in the realm of 
biology and morals.’12 An epistemology of stages in human 
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evolutionary history corresponding to the levels of human knowl- 
edge is the result, and this is essentially the epistemology of Hegel 
(see above). Thinkers with this outlook, Molnar concludes, are not 
interested in the problem of knowledge, but that of monistic fusion 
of all things within man‘s mind. 

Molnar wants to restore knowledge “as a valid relationship 
between subject and object as separate entities,” and in order to 
do so the human soul must realize “its creatureliness, its nonidentity 
with God.” If no distinctions are set between the self and the 
not-self, “the subject is lost in self-contemplation, or, what amounts 
to the same, it stares ahead into nothingness.’ An excerpt from 
the private notes of Kant, not published until 1920, represents the 
opposite stance: “The Idea of that which human reason itself 
makes out of the World-All is the active representation of God. Not 
as a special personality, substance outside me, but as a thought 
in me.’’14 This immantentist, quasi-solipsist world view has led to an 

increasing disarray of the philosophical enterprise that finds 

itself in a double trap. The first trap is the suggestion that 
philosophical problems may be made to disappear when the 
reality that philosophy is supposed to interpret is ontologi- 
cally transformed so that the problems vanish from the 
purview of reality, hence from the horizon of philosophy too. 
Reality, however, refuses to change, and philosophy remains 
saddled with all its problems. The second trap is that insofar 
as the philosopher assumes the magician’s role and manipu- 
lates the constitution of being, he liquidates the philosophic 
enterprise, which is then reabsorbed in the praxis of the ideal 
community.1® 
For Molnar, man‘s creaturely humility is the only base for valid 
knowledge before God and God’s created reality: * ... knowing 
implies neither contempt for creaturely reflection ... nor a self- 
produced reality; it implies a finding or discovery of pre-existing 
things, separately created and distinct from the knower.’’'¢ This is 
nothing else but an epistemology rooted and grounded in biblical 
creation as its starting point, though Molnar might insist (or 
perhaps not) that it begins with the reality of “being.” 

Molnar shows that when viewed from within this creation- 
centered epistemology the world is not “absurd” as claimed by 
modern subjectivist thinkers. Philosophy as they conceive of it is at 
the end of its tether, having been “systematically impoverished 
since late scholasticism, Descartes, Spinoza, then decisively since 
Kant, and down to the contemporary variants of positivism and 
linguistic analysis, and of ideologies.’’? He saves a deadly blow 
against all these systems for the end of the discussion: “If the soul 
were one, and oneness, in turn, could only be predicated of Being, 
individualities would indeed collapse in the totality. ... there can 
be no knowledge between identical or fused entities.’"18 The very 
idea of “knowledge” presupposes an “other” to know; parts of a 
whole cannot validly “know” the whole; and “otherness” is 
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anchored in the creation of all separate, created identities spoken 
into existence by the sovereign, immutable word of the transcen- 
dent, persona! Creator God of the Bible. This is Molnar’s realist but 
biblical creation-based epistemology in a nutshell. It is also the 
mighty, victorious weapon by which he, and all Christian believers, 
can and must meet our opponents “at the fount of their pre- 
mises.19 

One issue related to the main theme of God and the Knowledge 
of Reality must be mentioned briefly. It is the distinction between 
true Christian mystics and false pantheistic pseudo-mystics, a very 
important matter in Western society today where false mysticism is 
seducing many. Molnar makes an admirable contribution by his 
summary of the teaching of the true Christian mystic John 
Ruysbroeck (1293-1381), who 

admitted the reality of things. Consequently, he recognized 

also that the world is diverse, so that reality is not the 

monopoly of a primordial One but is fully bestowed on all 

creatures. ... Ruysbroeck condemned those mystics for whom 

all things are emanations of one essence ... very importantly, 

he denied that things can become what they are not through 

a judgment of the intellect ... and through the passage of one 

genus to another [that is, he denied evolution). 

Ruysbroeck [explained] that it is not in the divine essence 
that the difference between God and man disappears [in 
moments of ecstatic “mystical union” or special loving 
closeness to our Lord], but in the (subjective) joy of beatitude. 
No absorption of the human into the divine essence takes 
place, the experience remains purely one of faith and love.29 

In related passages Molnar emphasizes that the true Christian 
mystic returns to everyday life from such special moments of 
marriage-like union with our Lord with his creaturely humility intact, 
in no way believing himself to be God, and strengthened for love 
and service to the Church and his fellow men. Moltnar’s Theists and 
Atheists: A lypology of Non-Belief emphasizes the essential unity of 
non-belief, its historical forms, and its reduction of actual reality to 
suit men’s own imaginations. The world view of monism (all that is 
is one single whole; there is no transcendent, personal God/ 
Creatorjis held in common by pantheism, materialism and spiritu- 
alism. It dates back to pagan antiquity and was or is taught by all 
non-biblical thought systems, such as the Stoics: “In the third 
century ... [the Christian apologist] Lactantius argued against this 
thesis by pointing out that the Stoics intermingle Nature, World, 
God, Mind, Body, and a work well executed, all as one Being.”’21 In 
the same place Molnar also introduces an incontrovertible argu- 
ment against the reductionism of monistic thought which he later 
elaborates in detail. It is the argument from the hierarchy in the 
natural order, akin to St. Thomas Aquinas’ fourth proof: 
[Non-believing scientists] much prefer a complete absence 
of intelligibility to the presence of a non-scientific intelligibil- 
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ity. The name of this preference today is “reductionism,” the 

explanation of the superior by the inferior, of the more 

articulate by the less articulate, the complex phenomenon 
by its simple components. ... 

But, as Michael Polanyi points out, the operations of a 
higher level cannot be accounted for by laws governing its 
particulars on the next lower level. One cannot derive a 
vocabulary from phonetics, a grammar from vocabulary, a 
correct use of grammar does not account for good style, and 
a good style does not supply the contents of a prose text.22 

Corroborating this truth are the law in the science of mechanics 
that no given set of individual boundary conditions can be done 
in its own terms but only in the terms of a more general set, and 
also Godel’s theorem stating the same principle for mathemat- 
ics.28 We cannot explain the higher by the lower but only by the 
yet higher order; this fact, incidentally, also eliminates all theories 
postulating evolution from lower to higher complexity. | would add 
that while the hierarchical order of nature defeats “reductionism,” 
it does not do away with monism since the highest order need not 
be ontologically different from the lower orders, as Aristotle’s 
cosmology containing a “prime mover” as the “highest sphere” in 
a pantheistic concentric Oneness of being proves. 

Molnar points out that pantheism can and does turn into 
“pan-anthropism,” the doctrine that neither God nor the world but 
man himself, as unified mankind, is the absolute center of all that 
is. However, modern humanism is unlike its pagan version in that 
Christianity 

changed the ancient (and archaic) concept of cycles to a 

linear concept of time. ... Christianity and its God who is 

dynamic and forward-looking (providence) and historically 
active although by no means immanent, envisage two levels 
on which tensions are made conscious and are (or are not) 
solved: the individual and history. The modern, neo-pagan 
humanist finds this duality intolerable and works for the 
coincidence of the two planes.24 
All monistic unbelief is a “reductionism,” the reduction of the Many 
to the One. Molnar captures this truth, and its counterpart, the 
“inflationist’’ tendency of atheism: ” ... atheism either reduces (life 
to atoms, spirit to matter, religion to fear or the priests’ tricks) or 
inflates (man to divine proportions, god to super-god, mind to 
noosphere.’’5Christianity, unique among all faiths, can do justice 
to both the Many and the One, because both the Many and the 
One are ontologically equivalent already in the Personal Trinity of 
the Christian Godhead. 

Motnar delivers telling blows against modern evolutionism. He 
quotes Ernst Haeckel, Darwin’s chief German popularizer, precur- 
sor of Nazism, and a militant monist-pantheist-atheist, who wrote 
that “the world exists thanks to itself and its internal force. The 
pantheist proposition that god and the world are one, is a polite 
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detour signaling to the Lord his dismissal.’“26Moinar’s argument 
from the absence of any “materia prima” in the cosmos is original, 
ingenious, and well worth using more widely in defense of biblical 
creation: 
if matter were all and explained by itself all further 
complexifications, science would have to find somewhere 
the moteria prima, unstructured, unorganized, in a state of 
chaos as if is described by the ancient cosmogonic myths. 

This is not the case, matter is everywhere in an organized 

state, informed by something that is not matter.27 

Many other excellent points are made in Molnar’s work which 
could not be adequately presented here for lack of space. His 
most valuable contribution to Christian scholarship is his proof from 
historical sources that the perennial enmity against the God and 
Creator of Scripture bears many names and faces but is the same: 
fallen man’s desire to be god himself, “knowing” good and evil 
by his own “monistic’ imagination. Molnar also shows by many 
invincible proofs and sure evidences that man’s utopian rebellion 
is vain and must inevitably fail. 

MolInar’s work, exhibiting a prodigious depth of historical and 
philosophical scholarship and acuity, solidly undergirds the bibli- 
cal Christian world view. It is most relevant and instructive for the 
defense of the faithonce delivered to the saints’ today. Praise 
God for raising up this dedicated, outspoken, superbly informed 
Christian scholar and teacher for our edification “in such a time 
as this.” 


NOTES 

1 Stanley L. Jaki, Sclence and Creation (New York: Science History Publications, 
1974), p. 225 

2 Frederick Copleston. SJ., A History of Philosophy, Vol. I, Part Il (Garden City, NY: 
Doubleday & Co, Image Books, February 1962), p. 152  Copleston’s entire 
discussion of Thomism and Aristotelianism is relevant, pp.144-155. 

3 Rousas John Rushdoony, The One and the Many (Fairfax, VA: Thoburn Press, 1978), 
p 36. 

4 Thomas Molnar, God and the Knowleage of Reality (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 
1973), xiv-xv 
Ibid., p.3. 

6 Ibid, p.5 

7 Quoted in Thomas Molnar, Theists and Atheists: A Typology of Non-Belief (The 
Hague: Mouton Publishers, 1980), p.17 (hereafter cited as Molnar, Theists and 
Atheists). Georgii V. Plekhanov (1856-1918), the philosophical “Father of Russian 
Marxism,’’ considered modern Marxism materialist monism “to be closely affili- 
ated to the outlook of Spinoza “This Spinozism,’ he wrote, “freed from its 
theological lumber by Feuerbach, was the philosophy which Marx and Engels 
adopted when they broke away from idealism. .. the Spinozism of Marx and 
Engels was materialism in its most modern form.” Samuel H. Baron, Plekhanov 
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 1963), n. p. 294 
Molnar, Theists and Atheists. p. 17 
Molnar, God and the Knowleage of Reality, pp. 28, 29 

10 |bid., p. 45. 

11 Ibid., pp. 98-99. 

12 IbId., p.108. 
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Christian Stewardship of 
the Environment 
John E. Silvius 


God, out of timeless eternity, created the heavens and the 
earth, and then ceased His creative activity, and rested (Genesis 
2:1-2). “And God saw all that He had made, and behold, it was 
very good” (Genesis 1:31). 

There was once a time when the earth, the creatures, and the 
natural resources were seen by the Creator as being good. The 
created order was a perfect testimony of the wisdom and 
greatness of the Creator. Today, we live on the same planet, but it 
seems that all is not good. The evidence is everywhere in our 
environment. Instead of life-sustaining rain from the heavens, we 
receive “acid rain.” Millions in developing nations suffer because 
of water shortages or water supplies that are contaminated by 
toxic chemicals or disease organisms. Expanding deserts, drought, 
and famine are affecting millions of lives daily. Even in America, 
the growth and prosperity of whole communities are threatened 
by dwindling water supplies. The soil that nourishes us, the air that 
we breathe, and the fuels for our industries, cars, and homes are 
also diminishing in quantity and quality. 

This depressing list of environmental problems should not be a 
surprise to those who understand the Scriptures which teach that 
the curse of sin was placed upon man and the creation as a result 
of man’s disobedience to God. Therefore, “the whole creation 
groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now” (Romans 8:22). 
But thanks be to God “who hath delivered us from the power of 
darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of His dear 
Son..." (Colossians 1:13). “Nevertheless we, according to His 
promise, look for new heavens and a new earth, wherein right- 
eousness dwells” (Il Peter 3:13). 

Those who have confessed their sin and acknowledged their 
need of the Savior have a blessed hope that transcends the 
groaning and deterioration of the environment. However, this 
hope does not justify a disregard for the environment and the 
natural resources of the earth. In fact, the Scriptures clearly 
emphasize certain principles concerning the responsibility of 
Christians as stewards of the environment. Certainly, the focus of 
the Bible is not upon natural resource preservation, but upon the 
preservation of the souls of men and women. Yet it is the conviction 
of this author that if Christians are to be effective witnesses as salt 
and light in this world, there must be a new awareness of and 
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commitment to living in harmony with the Creator and the created 
order. 

The following is a brief outline of the marks of a Christian 
steward. Hopefully, it will help the reader to initiate a prayerful 
study of the Scriptures which address this very important part of 
our lives on earth. 

The Steward Loves the Creator. Christian stewardship begins 
with willing obedience to the great commandment: “You shall love 
the Lord your God with all you heart, and with all your soul, and 
with all your mind” (Matthew 22:37). “We love Him because He first 
loved us” (Il John 4:19). Stewardship grows out of love for God. The 
steward’s love for God is nourished by his remembrance of 
Calvary, where the great lover of our souls provided the ultimate 
demonstration of stewardship in His submission to the One He 
served (Philippians 2:5, 9). 

The Steward Loves the Creation. God has allowed the creation 
to be subjected to the futility of sinful mankind, but He loves the 
creation. In Colossians 1:16,20, we read that in Christ “all things 
were created, both in the heavens and the earth...He is before all 
things, and in Him all things consist’ (hold together). And it was the 
purpose of the Father that this same Christ should “reconcile all 
things unto Himself; by Him, | say, whether they be things in earth, 
or things in heaven.” The incarnation, humanity, suffering, and 
death of Christ demonstrate God's love for souls and the created 
order within which each soul is embedded—the flesh of man, the 
creatures, and the life-sustaining environment. Even under the 
curse of sin, the wisdom and greatness of God is evident in the 
marvelous design and function of the human body and the bodies 
of various plants, animals, and microbes. Each species has been 
woven by the Creator into a complex tapestry of life with many 
intricate interrelationships necessary for their survival. The steward 
who loves the Creator (John 1:1-3), Sustainer (Colossians 1:17), and 
Redeemer (Colossians 1:18-20) is moved by the indwelling Spirit 
to love what God loves, and to live in harmony with his neighbor 
and the created order which is being sustained by God. The 
steward views his responsibility to love and care for the creation 
as an important part of God’s redemptive plan. 

The Steward Understands His Role. All creatures and all natural 
resources belong to the Creator God (Exodus 19:5, Psalm 24:1). The 
divine Owner delegated to man the responsibility to be a steward 
of the natural order of creation. That is, man was called to subdue 
and rule over the earth (Genesis 1:28) while being careful “to dress 
it’ (serve it) and “keep it” (preserve it) (Genesis 2:15). 

Adam, the first steward, was called to study the creatures so that 
he might understand his relationship to them biologically and 
spiritually (Genesis 2:19, 20). Here we see the beginning of 
scientific endeavor. The proper exercise of dominion requires that 
the steward have an appreciation for and understanding of the 
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interconnections that are necessary to sustain human life and the 
life of every creature. 

Today, in spite of the subversive effects of sin, God’s grace has 
permitted man to develop a partial understanding of these 
interconnections through ecology and economics. 

Ecology (Greek (oiko = house) + (logos = the study of) is the 
branch of life science that deals with the interrelationship among 
all of the creatures, and between the creatures and their environ- 
ment. Even the Christian steward with only a basic knowledge of 
ecology can see that God’s natural laws are still in effect to sustain 
a marvelously intricate life support system on earth. Man could not 
live on earth today without the life-supporting food and oxygen 
from plants and animals. On the other hand, man alone has been 
given the ability and privilege of exercising dominion over these 
life-sustaining creatures and their environment. He can extract 
mineral and energy resources and utilize plants and animals to 
provide goods and services through an economic system. 

The words economics and stewardship are both derived from 
the same Greek word oikonomia (oiko = house) + (nomos = 
management of). That is, man is a manager of the “household of 
earth.” 

The Christian steward understands that all men are economists 
in the sense that all are managers of their part of the household 
of earth. He realizes that he cannot live in greed and careless 
overconsumption of food, energy, and other resources without 
adversely affecting his neighbor and the other creatures. Because 
of the ecological and economic interconnectedness that exists 
around the world, the demands of one person’s lifestyle can have 
an impact upon the lives of many others. 

For example, the more developed nations of the world represent 
only about 25% of the world’s 4.8 billion persons, but are 
responsible for 80% of the annual energy and material consump- 
tion. This great demand raises the cost of energy and food on 
world markets beyond what many nations can afford. Several 
developing nations that are struggling to avoid bankruptcy are 
recklessly extracting natural resources and ignoring the needs of 
their citizens in order to stay afloat in the world economy. 

In light of these issues, the Christian steward views his steward- 
ship in giving tithes and offerings in a broader sense. He realizes 
that in order to give in true worship of God, he must live and earn 
without making unreasonable demands upon the natural re- 
sources, the creatures, or his neighbor (Isaiah 58; 59:1, 2). 

He is not a slave to materialism or to the guilt that may arise 
when he compares his lifestyle to those who are less fortunate. 
Instead, the Christian steward acknowledges that he has been 
created with the ability to serve only one master (Matthew 6:24). 
Therefore, he chooses to serve God, not material wealth. Anxiety 
is controlled by a trust in God’s marvelous supply system as 
described in Matthew 6:19-34. As a result, the steward learns that 
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he can live more richly by consuming less. He is seen by others as 
one who loves God, the creatures, and the earth, but it is evident 
that he is investing his life and wealth in another world. Best of all, 
he has many opportunities to minister to the poor of this world, 
whether they are rich in material wealth or not. “He hath shewed 
thee, O man, what is good; and what doth the Lord require of thee 
but to do justly, and to love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy 
God?” (Micah 6:8). 

To the reader who has been challenged to examine the quality 
of his or her own stewardship of the environment, we suggest that 
the Word of God be prayerfully studied. In addition to passages 
cited herein, note the references listed below. As you read, allow 
God to search your own heart and life. Do you love the Creator 
above all other things? Do you love His creation as He loves it? Do 
you understand your role in the created order and the impact your 
stewardship can have on others? And do you serve the Master or 
materialism? The following references offer additional instruction 
and practical suggestions for applying these principles to your life 


in today’s world 
Dr. John E. Silvius is Associate Professor of Biology at Cedarville College, Ohio. He 


is currently writing a college level biology textbook 
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Preflood Traditions: The 
Weakness of John Pilkey’s 
Origin of the Nations 


Roy L. Hales 


John Pilkey’s Origin of the Nations (San Diego, California: Master 
book Publishers, 1984) is the first volume dedicated to mono- 
genetic interpretations of world mythology in decades. Re- 
searched for over twenty years, the volume contains a wealth of 
archaeological and mythological material. Pilkey derives much of 
his methodology from “a school of historiographers who dealt 
seriously with Noah between 1650 and 1800” through the idea 
that “pagan gods such as Zeus or Osiris can be identified as 
ancient men” (p. 4). Among these was Jacob Bryant (1715-1804) 
“whose technique was a process of comparing and identifying 
names, often through mere similarity of sound.” (p. 8) While one 
might question the soundness of any system utilizing mere name 
likenesses, Bryant and Pilkey also seek common mythological 
patterns. Pilkey’s major flaw lies in the central theme of his book. 
For in attempting to establish a closed system where all the major 
characters of early pagan mythologies correspond to the Genesis 
10 family of Noah, Pilkey ignores the very real probability that 
many of these stories and genealogies have been carried over 
from preflood times. 


Pilkey’s Reconstruction of Postflood History 

According to Pilkey the mythologies of Sumer, Egypt, India, 
Greece and many other parts of the world are essentially records 
of the early Noachian family. These Genesis 10 personalities 
supposedly spent the first 150 years after the flood wandering 
through-out early Neolithic sites ranging from Egypt and Syria to 
India (pp. 115,126). This nomadic age ended at Babel, when the 
first nation states were established. Genesis 10 princes were to rule 
these states for the next three centuries. Members of this Noachian 
nobility were supposedly known by different names in the different 
areas where they ruled. Noah’s son Shem, for example, was 
Brahma in India, Dardanus in Troy, Heracles in Greece, Adad in 
Syria, Thor among the Teutonic tribes, and possessed other 
identities as well. Pilkey attempts to explain the long kinglists of 
Sumeria by terming each dynasty a historical phase, and postulat- 
ing that the Noachian princes are known by different names within 
each phase. Noah’‘s son Ham thus becomes Enmebaraggesi from 
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the first dynasty of Kish, Gurmu from the city of Lagash and Ur 
Nammu from the third dynasty of Ur. 


Weakness of a Closed System 

Pilkey’s reconstruction is incredibly complex, and the mytholo- 
gies themselves make little mention of such a migrant name 
swapping nobility, but perhaps the greatest weakness of this 
system is that in assuming early pagan mythologies must be 
chronologies of the Genesis 10 “princes,” Pilkey allows for no other 
influences. He does not consider the idea that any of these myths 
might have originated to explain natural phenomena, or as 
entertainment. With the possible exception of the preflood seg- 
ments of Sumerian chronology — which he does not mention —he 
does not allow for the possibility that many of these myths 
originated in the antediluvian era. The complexity of Pilkey’s 
system is such that it can only work where all the mythological 
materials encountered can be labeled postflood traditions of the 
Noachian family. 


Plausibility of Preflood Traditions Entering into Postflood Mytholo- 
gies 

Human tradition did not simply begin after the flood. At least 
2,000 years of human existence preceded this catastrophe. Every 
person entering the ark carried a hundred years, or more, of 
preflood memories. Their worldview was shaped by personalities, 
cultural traditions and ideas from antediluvian times. Scripture 
mentions little of even their family background. Nothing is men- 
tioned of Noah’‘s mother, or any of his uncles or aunts. Unless we 
accept the Jewish legend that he married Naamah, from the line 
of Cain, we know nothing of his wife or her family. The wives of 
Noah's three sons are not even recorded, except to say that they 
did have wives. It would seem that all manner of cultural 
perspectives, historical memories and ideologies that are not 
recorded in Scripture could have passed into postflood times. 

Could these traditions have been remembered? The best 
answer to this is perhaps found in the worldwide extent of flood 
legends. If the illiterate societies of Africa, Oceania and the 
Americas were able to retain flood traditions for over 4,000 years, 
does it not seem plausible that early literate civilizations like Egypt, 
Sumeria, China or Greece could have preserved some preflood 
legends until they were written down? 

Would the preflood era seem important enough to be remem- 
bered? Against the fast decreasing life spans accorded subse- 
quent ages, Shem’s 600 years must almost have seemed an 
immortality. But the preflood genealogy of Genesis 5 records 
average lifetimes of over 900 years! Does it seem plausible that as 
the Noachian patriarchs witnessed the quick demise of their 
offspring some mention might have been made of how it was in 
the old days? 
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The Ancient View of Early Antiquity 

Early literate civilizations generally looked back to antiquity as 
the “golden Age,” and thought of their own era as decadent. The 
ancient Egyptians mention their first historical epoch as the time 
the gods ruled upon the earth. The Chinese refer to the years 
before their great flood as when man reached his greatest 
perfection. The sages of India thought of history in terms of four 
ages: the first of these, the Krita age, was the most glorious —when 
man knew no disease and lived for 400 years; the next two ages 
showed a steady degeneration from this time; then came the flood 
and after it this present age of Kali, the darkest time of human 
existence. The Greeks, too, perceived human history in terms of 
four ages: the best of these, the “Golden Age,”” ended when the 
first woman, Pandora, opened the forbidden box; the following 
ages of Silver and Bronze showed a steady worsening of the human 
condition; then came the flood and this present era. 


Legends of Preflood Generations 

Many early literate societies mentioned by Pilkey actually 
mention generations that lived prior to the great flood of their 
respective traditions. In China? and Sumeria these traditions take 
the form of chronologies of ten preflood rulers. The Greek 
genealogies from Argos and Arcadia both mention kings living 
prior to the deluge.’ While the Egyptians do not possess a kinglist 
as such,‘ this time would appear to correspond to the era when the 
gods ruled upon the earth. Stories of a first man, who lived before 
the flood, have been collected from India, the Americas, and 
many other places. 


Pagan Traditions of the Preflood Era and Scripture 

These preflood traditions often sound like the preflood era of 
Scripture. While Genesis 3 states that Eve, the first woman, was 
tempted by the serpent to disobey God and eat the forbidden 
fruit, Pandora (the first woman of Greece) disobeyed the gods and 
opened the forbidden box, and Yami (the first woman of India), 
tempted her husband fo have sex with her. Each of these women 
lived in a preflood chronology, and in each case their action 
resulted in mankind's loss of immortality. A bizarre twist to this story 
appears in Egypt where Isis (the first woman) gained immortality 
by bewitching the great god Ra with a magic serpent.® 

Elsewhere we read of Cain, in the second Biblical preflood 
generation, who was the first farmer, the first man to set up 
markets,® and the first man to found a city. These same accom- 
plishments are attributed to Shen-nung, the second Chinese 
preflood emperor. Lycaon, the second preflood king of Arcadia, 
and Phoroneus, the second preflood ruler of Argos, are both 
mentioned as founding mankind's first city and Phoroneus appears 
to have set up markets.” In Egypt it is Osiris, who appears not as 
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second but rather as midway down the list of gods who ruled upon 
the earth, who founded mankind’s first city and was the first to 
farm.8 

Genesis 4:20-24 records how Lamech, a preflood descendant 
of Cain, had three sons: Jabal who herded cattle. Jubal who 
invented the lyre and musical pipes (NAS) and Tubal-cain who 
forged implements of bronze and iron. Turning to Greek mythology 
we find that the great god Zeus had sons with similar accomplish- 
ments: Apollo was a herder of cattle; Hermes invented the lyre and 
musical pipes; Hephaestus was a forger of metals. The Chinese 
believed that cattle herding, musical pitch pipes and the forging 
of bronze and iron all appeared during the reign of the preflood 
emperor Huang Ti. 


Preflood Personalities within Pilkey’s Reconstruction 

Of those characters mentioned above, Pilkey cites: Hermes 
(Jubal of Genesis 4:21) as Noah’s son Ham; Isis (Eve) and Osiris 
(Cain) as grandchildren; Zeus (Lamech) and Apollo (Jabal of 
Genesis 4:20) as great grandchildren; Hephaestus (Tubal-cain of 
Genesis 4:22) and Phoroneus(Cain)? as great great grandchildren; 
and we must deduce that Lycaon (Cain) is supposed to be a great 
great great grandson,1° 

Pilkey would have us believe that a great many mythic personali- 
ties, who appear as preflood characters in their respective 
chronologies, are in fact Genesis 10 princes. Almost the entire 
pantheons of Greece and Egypt are said to be Noachian, though 
the Greeks believed their gods appeared before the flood,"1 and 
it seems reasonable to equate the Egyptian dynasty of gods with 
a preflood chronology. The only mention he makes of China’s 
preflood kinglist is when he cites two members of it (Shun and Yao) 
as grandson and great-grandson of Noah, respectively. 


Conclusion 

It can be quite reasonably argued that, in some cases, two or 
even more characters could be confused within one mythic 
character. Phoroneus, for example, appears to be like Cain in that 
he is the second preflood king of Argos, who founded the first city, 
yet he also appears like Nimrod in a myth where, at a time when 
mankind lost its unity of language, he became the first king. As 
Cain and Nimrod appear to have been the first imperial figures of 
their respective eras it is even possible to see where such a 
confusion could occur. 

Pilkey’s reconstruction, however, calls for a closed system where 
pagan mythology must be termed Noachian, and this situation 
clearly does not exist. A great many myths appear to have 
descended from preflood times. Many of these myths which do not 
appear in Scripture, but which are cast in preflood chronologies 
of their respective cultures, could be genuine traditions of the 
preflood earth. In addition it seems quite plausible that many 
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stories could have originated as explanation of natural phenome- 
na or even as entertainment. 

Origin of the Nations nevertheless remains a valid attempt to 
explain world mythology from a monogenetic perspective. In part 
one might say that Pilkey has demonstrated the feasibility, or lack 
of it, of trying to explain world mythology from a Genesis 10 setting. 
Much of his reconstruction has to be abandoned, through lack of 
evidence: for simple identifications that seem plausible if it is 
assumed that every member of pagan mythology must be a 
Genesis 10 prince are obviously not valid when it is realized that 
anyone in the previous 2,000 years of human existence could have 
inspired such a character. Yet one wonders how a modified version 
of Pilkey’s methodology that took the full implications of preflood 
cultural memories would work? It has sometimes been said that 
learning is a process of making mistakes and then adapting. One 
can only hope that we have not heard the last from John Pilkey. 
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